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PER CURI AM

Romano Latagan Omalin, a native and citizen of the
Phi li ppi nes, petitions for review of an order of the Board of
| Mm gration Appeals (“Board”) affirmng, wthout opinion, the
immgration judge's denial of his application for a waiver of
inadm ssibility pursuant to 8 212(i) of the Inmmgration and
Nationality Act (“INA"), as codified at 8 U.S.C. A 8§ 1182(i) (West
1999 & Supp. 2004), and the immgration judge' s denial of his
application for adjustnent of status.

The Attorney General previously filed a notion to dism ss
the petition for review for lack of jurisdiction. Because we
agreed that the court lacks jurisdictionto reviewthe inmmgration
judge’s denial of Omlin's application for a 8 212(i) waiver, we
granted the notion to dismss to the extent that Omlin s petition
chal l enged this denial. W now address the remaining issues raised
in Oralin’s petition.

Omalin first contends that the Board' s use of the sunmary
af fi rmance procedure as set forthin 8 CF. R § 1003.1(e)(4) (2004)
violated his rights under the Due Process C ause. This argunent,
however, has been squarely rejected by our decision in Blanco de

Bel bruno v. Ashcroft, 362 F.3d 272 (4th Gr. 2004). In Blanco de

Bel bruno, we held that “the [Board]’s streamining regul ati ons do

not violate an alien’ s rights to due process of |aw under the Fifth



Amendnent.” 1d. at 283. Accordingly, Omlin is not entitled to
relief on this claim

Omal in al so argues that the inmgration judge s conments
regarding the presence of his young child at his inmgration
heari ng evi denced such a bias on the part of the immgration judge
as toviolate his right to due process of |aw. Because the remarks
of the immgration judge fall well short of displaying a
“deep-seated favoriti smor antagoni smthat woul d make fair judgnment

i npossible,” Liteky v. United States, 510 U. S. 540, 555 (1994), we

find that Oralin has failed to show judicial bias and therefore
cannot establish a violation of his due process rights.

We therefore deny the petition for review W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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